Similarly, the disqualification of Complainant for the
motorman job on December 7, 1982, has not been shown to be
discriminatory.  As shown by the thorough arbitration decision
in that matter, there was ample evidence for Respondent's
decision to disqualify Complainant from the motorman job.

Although the arbitration decisions are not binding in
this proceeding, I find that the arbitration decisions
denying Complainant's claims as to the February 11> 1982,
incident and the December 7, 1982, incident are thorough,
well-reasoned, and are entitled to substantial weight in
this proceeding.

Complainant has shown no connection between her safety
complaints or other protected activity and Respondent's
actions on February 11, 1982, April 23, 1982, and December 7f
1982.  The evidence overwhelmingly shows that she was
disciplined on February 11, 1982, because she violated the
collective bargaining agreement by reporting to wor'k in an
unfit condition and that the actions by Respondent on April 23,
1982, arid December 7, 1982, were taken pursuant to the
provisions of the collective bargaining agreement and were
in no part motivated by protected activity by Complainant.

CONCLUSIONS OF I/AW

1.  The Judge has jurisdiction over this proceeding.

2.  Complainant has failed to meet her burden of proving
a violation of section 105(c) of the Act with respect"to any
matter raised in her complaint or at the hearing.

3.  On an independent ground, Complainant's allegations
of discrimination on August 16, 1980, and February 11, 1982,
are barred by the 60-day limitation of section 105 (c) (2) of
the Act.

All proposed findings and conclusions inconsistent with
the above are rejected.

ORDER
WHEREFORE IT IS ORDERED that this proceeding is DISMISSED

William Fauver
Administrative Law Judgen August 16, 1980, and February 11, 1982.
